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Abstract Interdisciplinary scientific knowledge is nec-
essary but not sufficient when it comes to addressing sus-
tainable transformations, as science increasingly has to deal
with normative and value-related issues. A systems per-
spective on coupled human–environmental systems (HES)
helps to address the inherent complexities. Additionally, a
thorough interaction between science and society (i.e.,
transdisciplinarity = TD) is necessary, as sustainable
transitions are sometimes contested and can cause conflicts.
In order to navigate complexities regarding the delicate
interaction of scientific research with societal decisions
these processes must proceed in a structured and functional
way. We thus propose HES-based TD processes to provide
a basis for reorganizing science in coming decades.
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INTRODUCTION
Paul Crutzen proposes that the Anthropocene Age started
with the industrial revolution, and that phenomena such as
the ozone hole and climate change now demonstrate that
the human species can be regarded as a geological factor
modifying the earth system (Ruddiman 2003, 2007). This
notion of the Anthropocene indicates fundamental chal-
lenges to mankind in general and to sciences in particular,
as the interaction between human and social systems have
to be addressed on all scales (Steffen et al. 2011).
Scientific knowledge from both the natural and social
sciences is necessary but not sufficient when it comes to
addressing complex human–environmental problems and
fostering sustainable transformations of current systems
(Westley et al. 2011). When dealing with sustainable
transformations, science increasingly is and will continue
to be involved in the challenge of dealing with normative
and value-related issues such as social justice (Funtowicz
and Ravetz 2001). This in particular is the case with
problems that are socially contested and where value issues
play an important role. Energy systems (e.g., what role
might nuclear energy play?), food security (e.g., what role
should genetically modified plants play?), or climate
change (e.g., how should the uncertainties of climate
change models be addressed? what are significant adapta-
tion measures?) may serve as examples. In addition, sci-
ence often does not have access to enough knowledge and
power to sufficiently analyze the problem, as substantial
knowledge lies in the hands of other societal actors such as
private companies.
Intense discussion has centered on the question of how
the academic system might adjust in order to be better
prepared to effectively contribute to the coping of complex
sustainability problems (Leshner 2002; Raven 2002; Rowe
2007). In the field of sustainability science, a consensus has
emerged that academia needs to be reoriented in order to
achieve a better balance between disciplinary and inter-
disciplinary research, and to actively involve stakeholders
and decision makers at local to global levels in a
transdisciplinary process (Gibbons 1999; McMichael et al.
2003; Martens et al. 2010; Reid et al. 2010a, b). The aca-
demic system is still fundamentally organized according to
disciplines. As a response to the challenges mentioned,
however, decisive changes in the academic system have
already occurred. New hybrid disciplines such as ‘‘envi-
ronmental sciences’’ have emerged, and integrated projects
and integrated modeling are promoted. This also has
implications for the education of students, who are
increasingly involved in interdisciplinary settings to tackle
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(contested) human–environmental problems (Stauffacher
et al. 2006; Barth et al. 2007; Wiek et al. 2011).
In this paper we present a novel process template for
transdisciplinary processes based on a human–environment
systems (HES) perspective. This functional-dynamic
approach (Kru¨tli et al. 2010b) can be valuable for sustain-
able transition projects as well as for constructive reviews
of the state-of-the-art in integrated assessment modeling
with stakeholders (Seidl and Le 2012). Thus, the focus of
this contribution is on the process design of scientific
investigations considering transdisciplinary dynamics.
Readers should note that we consider a transdisciplinary
process as a learning forum and not as a substitute for the
decision process.
TACKLING COMPLEX SUSTAINABILITY
PROBLEMS FROM A HUMAN–ENVIRONMENT
SYSTEMS PERSPECTIVE IN A
TRANSDISCIPLINARY PROCESS
OF SCIENCE AND SOCIETY
We maintain that a thorough and continuous interaction
between science and society is necessary, as sustainable
transitions are based on scientific evidence as well as
normative assumptions and therefore value laden. They go
beyond the framework of a single scientific project and
transcend traditional policy consultancy. Thus, they need to
be linked to a broader multi-stakeholder discourse which
makes relevant expertise, values, and interests from society
accessible. To accomplish this, several approaches are
offered1 such as transdisciplinarity (TD). The approach
was initiated by Jantsch (1970) and further promoted at a
large-scale conference in 2000 with 500 researchers from
academia and 300 people from outside academia
(Thompson Klein et al. 2001). We follow the definition of
this conference which focuses on processes of mutual
learning between science and society, and which embodies
the mission of science with rather than science for society.
In its prototypical form, a transdisciplinary process is
characterized by joint leadership on equal footing between
representatives from the science community and legiti-
mized decision makers. A transdisciplinary process should
provide an arena that is not directly related to day-to-day
politics, business competition, or academic daily routine.
Rather, these processes aim to address Habermas’ plea for
undistorted communication that favors the ‘‘constraint-free
force of the better argument’’ (Habermas 1984, p. 24).
A portfolio of methods, such as formative scenario
analysis, system analysis, or multi-criteria decision analy-
sis contributes to the success of transdisciplinary processes,
as evidenced by numerous case studies (Scholz and Tietje
2002; Mostashari and Sussman 2009). These studies on the
sustainable transitions of organizational and political pro-
cesses on local and regional scales (Scholz et al. 2006)
show that TD is a valuable way to approach human–
environmental problems and to participate in solving them
in a socially robust manner (Nowotny 2003). This multi-
methodological and multi-perspective approach can pro-
duce robust knowledge by explicitly addressing uncertainty
issues such as uncertainty in data, models, and valuation. It
also captures social learning (Cundill and Rodela 2012)
and conceptualizes sustainability as ongoing inquiry and
adaptive management.
Joint progress of science and society must proceed in a
structured way, adapted to the task in the appropriate project
phase (Stauffacher et al. 2008). This close interaction of
scientific research with societal decision processes, however,
is not free of intricacies, since research can be misused
(Guston 2001); for example, already set policies can be
legitimized (the politicization of science), or political deci-
sions can be replaced by scientific analysis (the scientifica-
tion of politics). We therefore clearly distinguish between
different ongoing processes: the scientific research process,
the legitimized (political) decision process, and the related
public stakeholder discourse. TD is placed at the interface of
these three, preparing subsequent democratic decision-
making procedures. We identify different phases and steps of
a prototypical transdisciplinary process (indicated by the
circled numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4 in Fig. 1). If necessary, the
steps can be iterated as the process progresses.
In line with several strands of the sustainability science
community (Clark and Dickson 2003; Haberl et al. 2004;
Folke 2006; Ostrom 2009), human and environmental
(comprising natural and technical) systems in this approach
are conceptualized as coupled and inextricably intertwined.
Thus, a coupled HES perspective is needed to thoroughly
examine and describe the structure, dynamics, and prop-
erties of systems and potential sustainable transitions
(Gunderson and Holling 2002; Leshner 2002; Raven 2002;
Liu et al. 2007a, b; Rowe 2007; Ostrom 2009). Since
societal actors are often bound to diverse proximate issues,
research questions based on societal input alone could be
too narrow, focusing only on specific interests. The
framework we use (Scholz 2011) identifies the essential
structural components (e.g., hierarchies of human systems)
and process relationships (e.g., feedback loops) between
the subsystems of HES. In contrast to other systems, human
systems allow, for instance, for specific social-epistemic
operations such as reflection. Therefore the framework
conceptualizes human and environmental systems as hav-
ing different kinds of rationales. Importantly, the
1 There are several other notions of science–society interaction, for
instance action research, consultancy, and participatory research; for
an overview cf. chapter 15 of Scholz (2011).
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environment of a human system also comprises other
human systems as social environment and thus the HES
framework allows for analyzing interactions and potential
conflicts among human systems (Scholz 2011).
The Postulates P1 to P7 (shown in Table 1) constitute
the HES framework and explicate the ontological and
epistemological approach for dealing with HES. The
framework can thus help to organize the relation of
knowledge of scientific disciplines and society. It helps by
identifying interfering rationales of human systems on an
individual, company or societal level. At each project
phase (numbers in gray circles in Fig. 1), the HES frame-
work fulfills significant functions to conceptually structure
the transdisciplinary process. We thus propose a HES-
based transdisciplinary process. We describe the proto-
typical process in the caption of Fig. 1. In the text below,
we make reference to one of more than 20 case studies
carried out by us in transdisciplinary mode (see also col-
umn 4 of Table 1): the case study on the sustainable future
of traditional industries in a small state of Switzerland, the
canton Appenzell Ausserrhoden (AR), described in detail in
chapter 18 of Scholz (2011) and in Scholz and Stauffacher
(2007).
The scientific case study team of the AR case study
involved undergraduate students in environmental sciences
and researchers of ETH Zurich. The legitimized decision
maker was represented by the president of the canton and
members of various cantonal administration and agencies.
Fig. 1 A prototypical Human–Environment Systems-based transdis-
ciplinary process according to our definition of transdisciplinarity;
adapted from Fig. 15.1 in Scholz (2011). Three types of key actors
(human systems), legitimized decision makers, science community,
and public at large have different agendas and decision spaces (each
represented by a corresponding t axis). The actors may leave their
own decision space and join a pairwise (see ` and ˆ) or triple
collaboration ´ on equal footing (see the red dotted line). The parties
join because of common topical interests (but potentially conflicting
views regarding realization) and form a kind of temporal institution to
achieve legitimization via joint understanding and goals (for the
institutional aspect, see also Hukkinen et al. 2006). Of course, one has
to consider power issues, as some key stakeholders may have the
structural and financial means to strongly influence the process. This
holds, on the other hand, for academia, which has supremacy in terms
of knowledge. These kinds of uncertainties cannot be eliminated but
must be carefully monitored. In extreme cases a solution would be to
terminate a transdisciplinary process. In a first phase  the HES
framework can be used to identify drivers and rationales of the key
actors (e.g., individuals, companies, NGOs) based on the comple-
mentarity postulate (P1). The postulate environment first (P7) helps to
identify the proper systems boundaries for the analysis and to define
essential disciplines and scientific actors that should be included. The
rationales and drivers of the key actors as well as their environmental
awareness (P6) demand special analysis. Using the decision modeling
postulate (P5), important societal actors can be identified that have to
be included in the process, either because they are key decision
makers or because they are affected by the consequences of these
decisions. In the next phase, encounters between science and the
identified legitimized decision makers ` usually lead to joint goal
formation and problem definition. It should be added here that the
process can be initiated either by scientists identifying an environ-
mental problem or by a legitimized decision maker approaching
science. Representatives from science and practice may differ in their
environmental awareness (P6), and therefore perceive, for example,
different kinds of problems at different hierarchical (human and/or
environmental) levels. Besides consensus building (e.g., on the
problem to be tackled), the core phase of a transdisciplinary process
includes capacity building—for both decision maker and academia. In
the next phase ´, the broader public becomes involved, e.g., in
scenario workshops. Further, a system model is developed, linking
particularly to postulate (P4) by identifying feedback loops between
and among the systems. In the last phase ˆ mutual learning between
decision makers and science is confirmed and the parties return to
their core business
AMBIO 2013, 42:5–12 7
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Regarding phase , it was recognized, referring to system
complementarity (P1), that companies in AR produce and
sell products in a specific environmental setting and network
of actors (market), for instance, impacting the material
environment by emissions and being influenced by their
social environment, i.e., competitors and collaborators along
the supply chain. The essential natural and social science
disciplines that analyzed the environment (P7) and related
actors were, among many others (economic) geography,
industrial and regional economics, business and manage-
ment sciences, industrial ecology, environmental sciences,
and regional and economic development planning. Both the
cantonal government and different traditional industries—
sawmill, dairy, and textile—were identified as key stake-
holders and the broader public as affected (P5). During phase
`, the administrative head of the canton contacted the ETH
professor, and co-leadership between them was established.
Further contacts with the different administrative
Table 1 The seven postulates (P1 to P7) constituting the HES framework
Number Label General description Illustration by specific case on the sustainable transition
of traditional industries
P1 Complementarity Human and environmental systems are characterized by
complementarity, mutually influencing and adapting to
each other. Both systems are inextricably coupled
The activities of owners, managers, and workers of a
firm constitute a company as an example of a human
system at the organizational level. The company owns,
utilizes, or affects parts of the material environment
(e.g., production facilities, water, land, and products)
and interacts on markets (i.e., by other human
systems). The company itself is shaped by the market
situation and the availability and quality of resources
P2 Hierarchy Human and environmental systems both have
hierarchical structures. In the case of humans there is a
hierarchy of nested human systems ranging from the
individual level through the group, organizational,
institutional and societal level to the supranational
level and the human species. Each of these levels has
its own rationale and its own drivers. Both human and
(natural and technical) environmental systems have
different ontologies (here we restrict our considerations
to the level of the individual)
Assigning all people involved in the study to their
hierarchy level helped in understanding the influence
they have and facilitated the definition of their roles
P3 Interference There are disruptive and synergetic interactions among
and within different levels of human and
environmental systems (in particular between the
ecosphere, ecosystem, and organism levels)
Potential conflicts emerge among firms and among
hierarchy levels (e.g., national agencies/institutions)
P4 Feedback There are different types of feedback loops within and
between human and environmental systems. Primary
feedback loops are formally expressed by the
environmental response to actions within the human
system that occurs after a certain (relatively short) time
span. Secondary feedback loops include possibly
unintended, often delayed, feedbacks caused by an
action
In the AR case study, university, firms, and the canton
(state) extended their knowledge as they learned how
to anticipate and better cope with feedback loops in
human and environmental systems. This learning
process was induced by the whole AR case study
P5 Decision Human systems (but also other organismic systems) can
be conceived as decision makers that have drivers and
act to satisfy goals by applying strategies and utility
functions
Individual firms (human systems) can choose between
different options for collaboration (strategies), which
are differently preferred by various key decision
makers (human systems)
P6 Awareness Human systems have different types or degrees of
environmental awareness (deployed during all phases
of a decision process)
Other firms are often perceived only as competitors
(restricted awareness of the social environment). The
potential market benefits of collaboration are not
explicitly perceived and assessed
P7 Environment first The effective analysis of inextricably coupled human and
environmental systems, as well as the planning for
sustainable human–environment interactions should be
based on a thorough analysis of the material and social
environment and its respective rationales
Traditional industries (such as sawmills) must be aware
of the natural resources as well of the market situation
(e.g., is there enough demand for products?)
The right column illustrates how scientists used the postulates to structure a transdisciplinary case study in Switzerland in interaction with
societal actors; see Scholz and Stauffacher (2007) and main text
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departments of the canton, CEOs of the named industries,
and a steering group with half its members from science and
half from the region were established. How a company
perceives its environment may influence its decisions (P6).
Additionally, different perceptions among the actors have to
be explicitly addressed in a joint effort to define the problem
and potential transition steps. First ‘‘experiential case
encounters’’ took place by conducting a media analysis, and
in-depth interviews with key people from the region to
inform the problem definition. The focus of the study com-
prising the system boundaries and several methodological
steps were agreed on by the steering group, and the guiding
question was defined. The steering group also monitored the
quality of the process and evaluated the project work. In
phase ´, for the different working groups (one for each
branch of industry), ‘‘reference groups’’ were initiated,
comprising a range of different people such as farmers,
teachers, planners, and a pastor. The history and dynamics of
each industry branch was investigated by document analysis
and statistical data analysis. Additionally, structured inter-
views with the owners or CEOs of local companies were
conducted to address (even confidential) economic data or
environmental issue such as energy use. A scenario analysis
produced potential scenarios for the further (sustainable)
development of the three branches, which were evaluated by
means of two multi-attribute utility approaches. The first
focused on data-based performance of the respective sce-
narios, whereas the second comprised an intuitive (holistic)
overall assessment of the scenarios by stakeholders. Results
of the two approaches were compared and jointly discussed
in order to, finally, derive robust orientations for the decision
makers. A classical case of interference (P3) between hier-
archy levels became visible during the process: the promoter
of economic development for the canton perceived the
canton as modern and supported modern industries such as
information technology and biotechnology. Other, more
traditional, branches were largely neglected. It turned out,
however, that other actors rated the value of traditional
industries for this canton as considerable. This indicates the
substantial mutual learning that took place before the project
phased out in phase ˆ, and both decision makers and sci-
entists again focused on their core business. After the project
ended several activities still took place on different levels.
The project was evaluated in terms of its societal effects
(Walter et al. 2007); a scientific article was published that
describes the project in detail (Scholz and Stauffacher 2007);
the results directly entered administrative and political
processes in the region and several endeavors were initiated
that were heavily influenced by the project (for instance, the
establishment of a district heating system fuelled with wood
chips and pellets from local forest or the cheese dairy pro-
cessing local milk).
OUTLOOK: THE HIERARCHY OF PROBLEM
AND SOLUTION
HES-based transdisciplinary processes define a new role
for science and scientists (as well as decision makers and
stakeholders) that needs careful reflection. To tackle the
immense sustainability problems on regional and global
levels, scientists increasingly no longer ‘‘only’’ analyze
these problems, but rather relate themselves to a societal
transition process (Wiek et al. 2012). Scientists are neither
working as consultants nor taking the traditional role of
‘‘speaking truth to power’’. A transdisciplinary process
requires that all participants contribute in a mutual learning
process on equal footing. Transdisciplinary processes thus
demand certain constraints and a discourse culture. Various
case studies on decision processes for nuclear waste dis-
posal have shown that this is possible even for highly
contested issues (Kru¨tli et al. 2010a). This ability also has
to be developed within academic education. Student edu-
cation must include encounters with ill-defined human–
environmental problems and interaction with key actors
from practice. The AR case study illustrates in brief what
such a transdisciplinary process might look like. As a
research-based teaching course, the case study has both
contributed to the education of students as well as enabled
crucial societal decisions. Many decisions on a cantonal
level (e.g., changing forestry law to secure the sawmill
industry), company level (e.g., business strategies of textile
industry), or collaborative level (e.g., joint wastewater
treatment plants of municipalities and industry) were
motivated and legitimized by the case study. The case
study presented serves as a prototypical procedure for
acting locally, but, if organized in a coordinated manner,
also has the potential of achieving impact on a higher scale.
This is important, since—given the notion of the Anthro-
pocene—socially robust solutions for the human–environ-
mental problems addressed are needed globally.
Global coordination for local and regional case studies
that follow the transdisciplinary mode is necessary to
achieve global impact. This coordination might itself be
organized in a transdisciplinary way. A current example of
implementing this up-scaled transdisciplinary approach is a
project dealing with the sustainable management of the
global phosphorus cycle GlobalTraPs, see Scholz et al. (in
preparation), which establishes global and local transdis-
ciplinary processes using a HES perspective. By relating
the knowledge of science and practice to all hierarchy
levels HES-based transdisciplinary processes provide a
basis for reorganizing science in coming decades. One
might not regard the process portrayed as a completely new
form of science. However, a joint problem definition at the
beginning of a project is rather unusual in today’s scientific
AMBIO 2013, 42:5–12 9
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world. Additionally, it is not just about using different
epistemics but creating new ones by relating and combin-
ing scientific with practical knowledge and the values of
people. This kind of knowledge emergence might ‘‘not be
locatable on the disciplinary map’’, that is it cannot be
traced back who exactly contributed what (Gibbons et al.
1994, p. 168). The process described may result in novel
research questions, break up scientific boundaries and
change the logic of disciplines to follow their peer-related
laws of identifying research questions and gaps. Thus both
a new epistemic level can be reached and societally rele-
vant and robust orientations can be formed.
Acknowledgments The authors thank Ralf Seppelt and Ulli Vils-
maier for comments on an earlier draft and Sandro Bo¨sch for
developing the figures in their current form. We thank Heather
Murray for English language editing.
REFERENCES
Barth, M., J. Godemann, M. Rieckmann, and U. Stoltenberg. 2007.
Developing key competencies for sustainable development in
higher education. International Journal of Sustainability in Higher
Education 8: 416–430. doi:10.1108/14676370710823582.
Clark, W.C., and N.M. Dickson. 2003. Sustainability science: The
emerging research program. Proceedings of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences of the United States of America 100: 8059–8061.
doi:10.1073/pnas.1231333100.
Cundill, G., and R. Rodela. 2012. A review of assertions about the
processes and outcomes of social learning in natural resource
management. Journal of Environmental Management 113: 7–14.
doi:10.1016/j.jenvman.2012.08.021.
Folke, C. 2006. Resilience: The emergence of a perspective for
social–ecological systems analyses. Global Environmental
Change-Human and Policy Dimensions 16: 253–267. doi:
10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2006.04.002.
Funtowicz, S.O., and J.R. Ravetz. 2001. Global risk, uncertainty, and
ignorance. In Global environmental risks, ed. J.X. Kasperson,
and R.E. Kasperson, 173–194. London: Earthscan.
Gibbons, M. 1999. Science’s new social contract with society. Nature
402: C81–C84.
Gibbons, M., H. Nowotny, and C. Limoges. 1994. The new
production of knowledge: The dynamics of science and research
in contemporary societies. London: Sage.
Gunderson, L., and C.S. Holling. 2002. Panarchy: Understanding
transformations in human and natural systems. Washington, DC:
Island Press.
Guston, D.H. 2001. Boundary organizations in environmental policy
and science: An introduction. Science, Technology and Human
Values 26: 399–408.
Haberl, H., M. Fischer-Kowalski, F. Krausmann, H. Weisz, and V.
Winiwarter. 2004. Progress towards sustainability? What the
conceptual framework of material and energy flow accounting
(MEFA) can offer. Land Use Policy 21: 199–213. doi:
10.1016/j.landusepol.2003.10.013.
Habermas, J. 1984. The theory of communicative action (Vol. 1:
Reason and the rationalization of society). Boston: Beacon
Press.
Hukkinen, J., L. Mu¨ller-Wille, P. Aikio, H. Heikkinen, O. Ja¨a¨sko¨, A.
Laakso, H. Magga, S. Nevalainen, et al. 2006. Development of
participatory institutions for reindeer management in Finland: A
diagnosis of deliberation, knowledge integration and sustain-
ability. In Reindeer Management in northernmost Europe.
Ecological Studies 184, ed. B. Forbes, M. Bo¨lter, L. Mu¨ller-
Wille, J. Hukkinen, F. Mu¨ller, N. Gunslay, and Y. Konstantinov,
47–71. Berlin: Springer.
Jantsch, E. 1970. Inter- and transdisciplinary university: A systems
approach to education and innovation. Higher Education Quar-
terly 1: 7–37. doi:10.1007/BF00145222.
Kru¨tli, P., T. Flu¨eler, M. Stauffacher, A. Wiek, and R.W. Scholz.
2010a. Technical safety vs. public involvement? A case study on
the unrealized project for the disposal of nuclear waste at
Wellenberg (Switzerland). Journal of Integrative Environmental
Sciences 7: 229–244. doi:10.1080/1943815x.2010.506879.
Kru¨tli, P., M. Stauffacher, T. Flu¨eler, and R.W. Scholz. 2010b.
Functional-dynamic public participation in technological deci-
sion-making: Site selection processes of nuclear waste reposi-
tories. Journal of Risk Research 13: 861–875. doi:10.1080/
13669871003703252.
Leshner, A. 2002. Science and sustainability. Science 297: 897. doi:
10.1126/science.297.5583.897.
Liu, J., T. Dietz, S.R. Carpenter, C. Folke, M. Alberti, C.L. Redman,
S.H. Schneider, E. Ostrom, et al. 2007a. Coupled human and
natural systems. AMBIO 36: 639–649.
Liu, J.G., T. Dietz, S.R. Carpenter, M. Alberti, C. Folke, E. Moran,
A.N. Pell, P. Deadman, et al. 2007b. Complexity of coupled
human and natural systems. Science 317: 1513–1516. doi:
10.1126/science.1144004.
Martens, P., N. Roorda, and R. Co¨rvers. 2010. Sustainability, science,
and higher education—The need for new paradigms. Sustain-
ability 3: 294–303. doi:10.1089/SUS.2010.9744.
McMichael, A.J., C.D. Butler, and C. Folke. 2003. New visions for
addressing sustainability. Science 302: 1919–1920. doi:
10.1126/science.1090001.
Mostashari, A., and J. Sussman. 2009. Framework for analysis, design
and management of complex large-scale interconnected open socio-
technological systems. International Journal of Decision Support
System Technology 52–68. doi:10.4018/jdsst.2009040104.
Nowotny, H. 2003. Democratising expertise and socially robust
knowledge. Science and Public Policy 30: 151–156. doi:
10.3152/147154303781780461.
Ostrom, E. 2009. A general framework for analyzing sustainability of
social–ecological systems. Science 325: 419–422. doi:
10.1126/science.1172133.
Raven, P.H. 2002. Science, sustainability, and the human prospect.
Science 297: 954–958. doi:10.1126/science.297.5583.954.
Reid, L., P. Sutton, and C. Hunter. 2010a. Theorizing the meso level:
The household as a crucible of pro-environmental behaviour.
Progress in Human Geography 34: 309–327. doi:10.1177/0309
132509346994.
Reid, W.V., D. Chen, L. Goldfarb, H. Hackmann, Y.T. Lee, K.
Mokhele, E. Ostrom, K. Raivio, et al. 2010b. Earth system
science for global sustainability: Grand challenges. Science 330:
916–917. doi:10.1126/science.1196263.
Rowe, D. 2007. Education for a sustainable future. Science 317:
323–324. doi:10.1126/science.1143552.
Ruddiman, W.F. 2003. The anthropogenic greenhouse era began
thousands of years ago. Climatic Change 61: 261–293. doi:
10.1023/B:CLIM.0000004577.17928.fa.
Ruddiman, W.F. 2007. The early anthropogenic hypothesis: Chal-
lenges and responses. Reviews of Geophysics 45: 1–37. doi:
10.1029/2006RG000207.
Scholz, R.W. 2011. Environmental literacy in science and society:
From knowledge to decisions. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
Scholz, R.W., D.J. Lang, A. Wiek, A.I. Walter, and M. Stauffacher.
2006. Transdisciplinary case studies as a means of sustainability
10 AMBIO 2013, 42:5–12
123
 Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences 2012
www.kva.se/en
learning. International Journal of Sustainability in Higher
Education 7: 226–251. doi:10.1108/14676370610677829.
Scholz, R. W., A. Roy, F. S. Brand, D. T. Hellums, and A. E. Ullrich
(eds.). in preparation. In Sustainable phosphorus management: A
transdisciplinary roadmap. New York: Springer.
Scholz, R.W., and M. Stauffacher. 2007. Managing transition in
clusters: Area development negotiations as a tool for sustaining
traditional industries in a Swiss prealpine region. Environment
and Planning A 39: 2518–2539. doi:10.1068/a38318.
Scholz, R.W., and O. Tietje. 2002. Embedded case study methods:
Integrating quantitative and qualitative knowledge. Thousand
Oaks: Sage.
Seidl, R., and Q.B. Le. 2012. Modelling human–environment systems in
transdisciplinary processes. In International Congress on Environ-
mental Modelling and Software: Managing Resources of a Limited
Planet. International Environmental Modelling and Software
Society (iEMSs), Sixth Biennial Meeting, Leipzig, Germany, ed.
R. Seppelt, A.A. Voinov, S. Lange, and D. Bankamp, 1811–1818.
Stauffacher, M., T. Flu¨eler, P. Kru¨tli, and R.W. Scholz. 2008.
Analytic and dynamic approach to collaboration: A transdisci-
plinary case study on sustainable landscape development in a
Swiss Prealpine region. Systemic Practice and Action Research
21: 409–422. doi:10.1007/s11213-008-9107-7.
Stauffacher, M., A. Walter, D.J. Lang, A. Wiek, and R.W. Scholz.
2006. Learning to research environmental problems from a
functional socio-cultural constructivism perspective: The trans-
disciplinary case study approach. International Journal of
Sustainability in Higher Education 7: 252–275. doi:10.1108/
14676370610677838.
Steffen, W., A˚. Persson, L. Deutsch, J. Zalasiewicz, M. Williams, K.
Richardson, C. Crumley, P. Crutzen, et al. 2011. The Anthro-
pocene: From global change to planetary stewardship. AMBIO
40: 739–761. doi:10.1007/s13280-011-0185-x.
Thompson Klein, J., W. Grossenbacher-Mansuy, R. Ha¨berli, A. Bill,
R.W. Scholz, and M. Welti (eds.). 2001. Transdisciplinarity:
Joint problem solving among science, technology, and society.
An effective way for managing complexity. Basel: Birkha¨user.
Walter, A.I., S. Helgenberger, A. Wiek, and R.W. Scholz. 2007.
Measuring societal effects of transdisciplinary research projects:
Design and application of an evaluation method. Evaluation and
Program Planning 30: 325–338. doi:10.1016/j.evalprogplan.
2007.08.002.
Westley, F., P. Olsson, C. Folke, T. Homer-Dixon, H. Vredenburg, D.
Loorbach, J. Thompson, M. Nilsson, et al. 2011. Tipping toward
sustainability: Emerging pathways of transformation. AMBIO
40: 762–780. doi:10.1007/s13280-011-0186-9.
Wiek, A., B. Ness, P. Schweizer-Ries, F.S. Brand, and F. Farioli. 2012.
From complex systems analysis to transformational change: A
comparative appraisal of sustainability science projects. Sustain-
ability Science 7: 5–24. doi:10.1007/s11625-011-0148-y.
Wiek, A., L. Withycombe, and C.L. Redman. 2011. Key competencies in
sustainability: A reference framework for academic program devel-
opment. Sustainability Science 1–16. doi:10.1007/s11625-011-0132-6
.
AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES
Roman Seidl (&) is a post-doc researcher (from January 2013 senior
research associate) and lecturer at the ‘‘Natural and Social Science
Interface’’ at ETH Zurich. His research interests include Multi-Agent
System modeling, Psychology of the long-term: understanding of
climate change and other slowly evolving risks, tipping points and
thresholds in society/social systems, and socio-technical problems.
Address: Institute for Environmental Decisions (IED), ETH Zurich,
Universitaetstrasse 22, 8092 Zurich, Switzerland.
e-mail: roman.seidl@env.ethz.ch
Fridolin Simon Brand is currently a sustainability coordinator at
Su¨dzucker AG Mannheim/Ochsenfurt, Germany. He has been work-
ing for the chair ‘‘Natural and Social Science Interface’’ at ETH
Zurich as post-doc researcher and lecturer.
Address: Su¨dzucker AG , Gottlieb-Daimler-Str. 12, 68165 Mannheim,
Germany.
e-mail: fridolin.brand@suedzucker.de
Michael Stauffacher is co-head ad-interim of the chair ‘‘Natural and
Social Science Interface’’ at ETH Zurich and Associate Professor
Extraordinary at the School of Management and Planning, Stel-
lenbosch University (South Africa). His research interests include
various fields of sustainability research (such as siting contested
infrastructure projects, the development of sustainable community
energy strategies, and sustainable urban development) and possibili-
ties and limitations of collaborations at the science-society interface
in contested societal decision processes. He is currently President of
the ‘‘Swiss Academic Society for Environmental Research’’ and
member of the advisory board of the EU FP7 project PACHELBEL.
Address: Institute for Environmental Decisions (IED), ETH Zurich,
Universitaetstrasse 22, 8092 Zurich, Switzerland.
e-mail: michael.stauffacher@env.ethz.ch
Pius Kru¨tli is co-head ad-interim of the chair ‘‘Natural and Social
Science Interface’’ at ETH Zurich. His research interests include
(a) Environmental decision-making processes of individuals, groups,
and society and their complex interplay; (b) options and limitations of
collaboration between science and society on sustainability issues;
(c) procedural and distributive fairness. His general interest is how
individuals, stakeholder groups, and the broader society deal with
contested infrastructure projects and with limited resources.
Address: Institute for Environmental Decisions (IED), ETH Zurich,
Universitaetstrasse 22, 8092 Zurich, Switzerland.
e-mail: pius.kruetli@env.ethz.ch
Quang Bao Le is a senior research associate and lecturer at the
‘‘Natural and Social Science Interface’’, ETH Zurich. His educational
background includes forest and landscape ecology, geoscience, and
natural resource management. His research work has included the
development and application of integrated systems modeling (e.g.,
multi-agent system simulation) to investigate changes in human–
environment systems (HES). The aims are a better understanding of
theoretical aspects of HES transformation and support for science-
practice discourses in sustainable land-use management and planning.
Address: Institute for Environmental Decisions (IED), ETH Zurich,
Universitaetstrasse 22, 8092 Zurich, Switzerland.
e-mail: quang.le@env.ethz.ch
Andy Spo¨rri is a post-doc researcher and lecturer at the ‘‘Natural and
Social Science Interface’’ at ETH Zurich. His research interests
include waste management systems, with special emphasis on: tech-
nological change in thermal waste treatment, construction and
demolition waste recycling, and municipal solid waste management.
He is also interested in energy systems, agricultural food supply
systems, and industrial supply systems.
Address: Institute for Environmental Decisions (IED), ETH Zurich,
Universitaetstrasse 22, 8092 Zurich, Switzerland.
e-mail: andy.spoerri@env.ethz.ch
Gre´goire Meylan is a doctoral student at the ‘‘Natural and Social
Science Interface’’ at ETH Zurich. His research interests include
waste and resource management systems; Municipal solid waste
(MSW); New recycling and waste treatment technologies; Eco-effi-
ciency; Strategy formulation and evaluation; Life Cycle Assessment
(LCA), Environmentally extended input-output (EIO) tables and
models; Linear programming; Transdisciplinarity.
AMBIO 2013, 42:5–12 11
 Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences 2012
www.kva.se/en 123
Address: Institute for Environmental Decisions (IED), ETH Zurich,
Universitaetstrasse 22, 8092 Zurich, Switzerland.
e-mail: g.meylan@env.ethz.ch
Corinne Moser is post-doc at the ‘‘Natural and Social Science
Interface’’ at ETH Zurich. Her research interests include the under-
standing and processing of extensive timescales. For her Ph.D., she
worked on the topic of long-term dimensions of nuclear waste.
Address: Institute for Environmental Decisions (IED), ETH Zurich,
Universitaetstrasse 22, 8092 Zurich, Switzerland.
e-mail: corinne.moser@env.ethz.ch
Monica Berger Gonza´lez is a doctoral student at the ‘‘Natural and
Social Science Interface’’ at ETH Zurich. Her research interests
include Environmental Anthropology and traditional indigenous
knowledge.
Address: Institute for Environmental Decisions (IED), ETH Zurich,
Universitaetstrasse 22, 8092 Zurich, Switzerland.
e-mail: monica.berger@env.ethz.ch
Roland Werner Scholz is currently on sabbatical as guest professor
at the Institute of Resources, Environment and Sustainability, Uni-
versity of British Columbia, Vancouver, Canada. He is full professor
of Environmental Sciences, Natural and Social Science Interface and
will retire from this position at the end of 2012. Scholz is also
teaching as adjunct professor of Psychology at the University of
Zurich. Furthermore, from 2011 to 2013 he is extraordinary professor
at the School of Management and Planning, Stellenbosch University
(S.A.) and fellow of the Institute of Advanced Studies (STIAS,
Stellenbosch University). His research interests include decision sci-
ences and systems analysis, cognitive and industrial psychology, and
environmental modeling, evaluation and risk assessment. His current
research field is environmental decision making in human–environ-
ment interactions and theory, methodology and practice of transdis-
ciplinary sustainable transition processes. Currently, the global
transdisciplinary process of sustainable phosphorus management is in
the foreground of his activities.
Address: Ampe`restrasse 3, 8037 Zurich, Switzerland.
e-mail: roland.scholz@env.ethz.ch
12 AMBIO 2013, 42:5–12
123
 Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences 2012
www.kva.se/en
